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introduction

On Maveh 2, 1981, the Reseavch Branch of the Hinfstry of Education,

Ontario, held 15 second colloguium on vesearch projects in the area of

French as a second Tanguaae i Ontario.  The principal investigators of
four ditfevent research Leams ware invited Lo pwuse%t reports al the
colloquium, Dy, Mereill Swain and Dr. Sharon Lapkin of OY5E's Modérn
Languag  Centee  presented  findings  from  their  study glllgqgglg'
{dqcagnyﬂiiﬂntarin:Y A Decade of Research.  Dr. Michael Canile of

COISE' s Franco-Ontarian Centrve discussed the purposes and theoretical

framework develophiont of the Ontario Assessmenl Instrument Pool for
french as a Second Language Project, as well _as the material in

QnmﬁugjggliugwﬁpprnqnhQﬁ Lo Second Language Yeaching and Tustiggf Or.
Francas Movpison of the Ottawa Board of Fducation Research Centre
discudsed French proliciency and genepal progress among 5Luﬁenha in,
caviy-entry and lale~antry immevsion programs over a‘period of years.

O Ronald 1. Teites of the University ot Ottawa gave a detafled

accounl of  vesearch with childven who havé learning disabiditfes in

: : 7 ‘ .
Primavy  French-immervsfon programs  and  Lhe  dovelopmens. of tests o

predict puceess tn bmmers lon programs.
Two guest analysts/reactors were Invited to comment on the ro-
qeavcly pVﬂﬁﬂﬂL?d andd the issvss vaised:  Professor Frangolse Howard of

McActhur  CoYlege, Quu&n'ﬁ'lhﬂyorsiLy; and Dr. Plerve Calvé of the

Univeraity of Ottawa,  The participants in the goilnquixmﬁ included
those in all phases and levels of oducation across Ontario,

Barbara Keer,
Editor
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Bilingual Educdllon-ln Onwdo: A Docade of Research
Mornll Swain and Sharon Lapkin

1
P

i ronch- immersion wducation has been the subject of numerous research
stadfés  in Ontario since 1969, when immersion programs were first
fntroduced in publicly supported schools in the province. With more
than 28 000 students, or 2.5 per cent of thé Engliﬁh*spéaking student
population (¥-8), enrolied in fimmersion programs vhm Ontério at the.
elementary level (1979-80 figures),” it seems clear thet immerston is
here Lo stay; and indeed the enpoliment Lrends suggest that the demand
tor such programs will continue to increase. Informstion from the.
imnersion research studies has heen in high demand by parents and
educators faced with decisions about. fmmersion education for their

chit Ydren andd Lhelr schools,

to provide an overview and synthesis of tLhe research on
fminer s on Qducatinn in Untario}' the Ontarfo HKinistry of Education
awarded a contract Lo the 015 Modern Language Centye. The fmmersion-
programs  studies by the Mudeﬁp Language Centre team over the years
include Lhree major aiternatives:  the early-total-french-immersion
pragrams of Lhe Carieton, Ottawa, and Toronto'boards of educatjdn; the
early-partial-French-immersion program of the Elgin County Board df
Education; and Lhe late-partial-French-immersion program of the Pee)
County Board of FEducatien. — These three variations, depicted “in
figure 1, are reprhsentative of tmmarsion programs tound across Ontario
and the other Canadian provinces in that they share the following
characteristics: o ’

‘

~ The progeams, which ave dptional, serve a primarily English-
speaking school population.

- In the initial year(s) of the program, from one-half to an entire

school day s devoted to instructjon in French ~= French is the

s medium of instruction, rather than a separate school subject.

*
”
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curriculum content

’

‘Students in fmsersion bfogramsiﬁiﬁdybihe"éaéé
as their peers in the reqular English program.

rd
’

Four major questions have been addressed in the annual
evaluationg of these programs: ‘

v

1. what happens to the development of students' first~language

(Englis,, skills? 'Hnen French s wused a4+ the major vehiclie of
communication and  instruction in  the classroom, it f& ‘not
surprising that concern about fhe normal development of First-
fapguage skills would be expressed, especially with respect to
those skills assncrated with school achievement, such as reading, .
~wpuiting, and other asperts of written expression. _For this
regson  the English-language skilis of immersion students, and
especially of those in early-immersion prograns who would other-
wise normally be ledrning Lo resd and write in Eaglish, have been
carefully monitored as  the students progress through school,

7 Do Lhie dpmersion studenls iearn more French than students in a
core  French program?  How #does thoir Frepch compare with that of

. | ‘ s e .
rative speakers of French? | Immersion programs were initrated in

the belief that 4 tore vﬁatensiva erpasure Lo French than was
avaitable in the core French program, assesil 35 use of the second
language 45 a wehicle of communicaticn, would lead te higher
Clevels of second-lanquage proficiency. The development of the
. secund- language skills” of the immersion students has accordingiy
hren ;arefdt}y eramined. In spite of the aonvicgion that -ipmer-
sion education would lead to Highar levels %of proficiency in.
French  than would traditional programs of French as a second
language, there was 4 major question as -to how much French would
be dearned by immer350§ students a3 4 result of their being
expected to function in French in their daily classroom activities
with 3 minimus of formal language instrugtion, ‘ .

i
’

L8N

Are the immersion students taught in French able to keep up with

their Englishreduéatqd peers in subject content? One of the major

concerny  erpressed by parents and  educators -abgut  immersion

programs  was  that | hecause subjects such as mathematics, and

Q . 1_()

15
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much as if they were taught in their first language. English.
flthough parents wanted their children to learn French they did "
not want it at the expense of their children's academic ach1eve-
ment. The concern was not l'imited to whether the students would
leanp as much as their English-educated peers, but extended also
" to whether, having acquired the knowledge through French, they
would be-- aﬁle to transfer that knowledge for use in English
contexts. Thus, it was not enough to test the immersion students’
achievesent in, for example, mathematics and science by using
tests written ian the language of instruction (French) Rather,
the tests of subject achievement were usu:ily given in English,
even though the 1language of instruction for that subject was
- French, ' ‘ ’

4. Does _particépation in the immersion program hinder general
intel Tectual or cognitive growth? There still remains a belief
among the general public thst learning two languages leads to
cognitive confusion, slowinf ~down cognitive and intellectual”
development., Indeed, many research findings up to the 1960s
suggested that bilingual children obiained lower IQ <cores than
unilingual children. This research has been subjected to serjous
criticism, and many of the conclusions have been repudiated by the
results of recent, better, designed research (see Swain and Cummins
1979 for a review). Because of this genera) concern, however,
the generiﬁ'intellectual growth of immersion students has been
monitored, largely through the use of standardized i}q tests.

Research Desian : e

-

For each of the immersion programs evaluated, several successive groups
of immersion students entering the program were. followed over an eight-
to nine-year period. A corresbonding set of comparison classes com-
prising students of similar socio-economic background and IQ from the
requiar English-program wa§3a1so,tested.' : ) 4

15

science would:be taught n French, the students would not Tearn asf‘??ﬁ
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The linguistic outcomes (for both EngYish~ and Frpnch }anguage ski!ls)

can be surmarized as follows: .

1. In the area of English-language skills, dmmersion studbnté inlali
three programs exhibit temporary. iags relative to the performance
of .regular English-program groups. In ear]y~total and ear1y~"
partiaIwimmepsion " the immersion students“ weaker performance
lasts until about the end of Grade 3, whereas for late immersion
the lag is shorter or, in some cases, does not occur at. all, The’ o
overall trend in subsequent grades is _for {mmersion students to |
perforﬁ as well as or, in the case of nar1y~tota1 immersaon‘

students, better than thetr Eng}tsh—educated countw parts. |,

%

N

As‘ far as French skills are concerned, earlyrtota1~imm§rsion’
- students attain, by Grade 6, near native proficiéhty'in Iﬁsiehing
and reading camprehensron and achieve as well as an averéQEiclasS?_
of Francophone students in Montrea! on a french achievement test.
Their productive skills, speakwng and wrjting, remain non'natwve-
Tike, although they have no difficulty in conveying whatsthéy want
Lo say, * . . ‘

.
A - - "
. -

»

.

4

3

Early-partial ernch immersion_ produces less dramatic resuﬁtsiin
~French in that it tag;s longer ,for students  to match the perfor-‘

,mance of early-total-immersion groyps. | 8y Grade 8, however, based

on very limited data from. one class 1n Elgin County, the perfor-
“ mance_of ear1y partza]w1dmers:on students rgsemb1es that of Grade .
“7 ééf]y*total~immersion students on French tests given n common.

; ; .
- - - . - -

4. The French 5kil1s of ldte~immersion students appear to remain well

’ below those of Francophone comparason groups, even after‘sevefél

years . of -Ammersion. - When the performance of . Ontario

late-immersion students in Grade 8 (after one, two, or three years

fn the pfogram) is cempared with that of early-total-immersion
_sthdents at the same grade level, the ear!y immprsion gsoypsgaré'-z;\
wiell aheage - ) - ‘ \
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6.

7.

8.

9.

00

The perceptions and °se1f-assessments ‘of Grade 8 immersion stu-
dents' French correspond to the f1nd1ngs summar14ed in (4) above.
Ear]y‘tota1*1mmers1on students consnder themsélves more skilled in

French than late-immersion students and -would prefer to spend a

 greater percentage of their school day studying in French.

-
LI b 4
-

In the eva]uations of the three immersion-program alternatives,

comparisons with the Freﬂch performance°of core French students

have revea]ed that the immersion students performance is almost

T

always s1gn1f1cant1y better. ¢ - S—

’

‘Final comparisons of "the French proficiency of early- and late-
immersion students in Ontario must be deferred until the early-

immersion groups have reached the end of secondary school. A
preliminary, consideration of relevant findings from Montreal-
suggests ‘that the design of each program (for examp]e, 1ntenz4ty

of exposure to French , at part1cu1ar 1eve1s) is a key factor.

The Jevel of' French skills “attained by students in immersion

programs may also be related to the -school setting. Thus;-the
findings from one study »uggest that the program in an immersion
centre where no regu]ar Eng11sh program ex1sts produces better

‘results (superior French listening " and read1ng scores, for

example) than housing it in a'dual-tracg,schooj.
. - :‘l. . ) N ) " " . -. . \

Early-total immersion students spoken French 1s genera]]y as-
sessed favourab]y by Francophonea adu]ts and students Their

-

patterns of French- 1anguage uses however, indicate. that they tend:

not.- to seek out opportun1t1es for using their second-lbnguage

skills,- but do.respond in French when conversat1on is 1n1t1ated in

French. Th1s pattern appears to hold for both ear]y- and late-
1mmers1on -students, who d1ffer, ‘however,” in terms of the1r use of
French in the c]assroom with the teacher. Jn that context

ear]y-1mmers1on students report a s1gnm*1cant1y greater use of‘

French - IR e, _ v"’ .

— - - A ; 5
i e P A
.k " . % - - -
- N . N . . ' . . e N L

.

The ability to learn to communicate . functionally in the second

language is not related to intef]igence§ as meaiured by stan-"

dardized IQ tests. . : ;

st
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11. Imm%rsion education has hot had negative effects on the students'

general intellectual development, and, in fa&t, early-total French

immersjon may lead to its enhancement.
: N
12. 1In mathema£¥E§7‘scignce, and ‘social studies, early-total-immersion
students generally achieve as well as students studying these
subject; in ‘English. - Early-partial- and 1ate;immersinn stugénts
appear occasionally to Have some difficulty, re]at%ve to their
omparison groups, in acquiring mathematical and science skills.
. he perceived d1ff1cu1ty may be related to limitations-experienced
because of weaker-s econd language sk111s

-
i

13. " The work-study skills of early-total-immersion students tend to be
superior to those of their English-educated peers. No such trends
are notice§blg in the (Fsu1ts of ear]y-partia]-immeréion students.

The m1n1stry report (SWd1n and Lapk1n 1981) also 1nc1udes an

overview of the research conducted, mainly outside 0ntar1o on socCial

| and psycho]og1ca1 aspects of immersion education. The results indicate
that 'r1y-immersioﬁ studerits adju;t'smooth]y to their school environ-
ment - ar are more satisfiéd with their program than are late-immersion

E%Ldents,; Most of the studies reviewed concerned early-immersion

students. . In general, their self-concept 1; pos1t1ve, they feel

iﬁe@se]vés to be 'End1ish Canadians, but. tend to develop Tless rigid
ethnolinguistic stereotypes than their'Eng1i§ﬁ-educated counterparts.

Immersion students favour jncreased contact witﬁ Francophones, da step

which s 1ikeiy to prove beneficial not oh]y for developing more

positive attitudes, but also for enhancing French-]anguage skills.

¢ >

N
Y : 2 Y
. - &

The}e seems 1ittle question that all three immgrsion programs
have proven successful in promot{ng advanced French-language skills,
and that 1mmers1on education const1tutes a v1ab1e form of education in

.., which English- speak1ng students can become funct1ona11y b111ngua1 For
this to_occur, it is clear that schoo] boards need to be flexible and
creative in organ1z1ng their schoo]s For example, an urban board with

- a 1ang€4humber of schools, some in close proximity, might estab]ish’
1mmers1on centres (as the Car1eton Board has doné) whére it is pos—‘
; ,s1b1e to create an optimal env1ronment for the immersion -program. It
is 1nterest1ng to note that the Frontenac- Lennox and Addington County

S T ’ :
L o ) .; ' : I \L4*




!

R.C.S.S. Board has housed its bi]inguéi program; which begihs at Grade '
5, in a Francophone elementary school. ‘In doing so, it has established
a needed precedent for cross1ng the invisible boundary between :choo1s
for English-speaking <and’ French- speak1ng students that often exists
w1th]n boards.
. . . ./

It is unlikely that our students will become’fu11y bilingual
w1thout cortact with French-speaking peers. Whatever can be doné'to
encourage this .contact -- in French -- will ‘be beneficial to Ang]o—

phones and Francophones alike.

References: : - .
Swain, M., and J. Cummins. 1979. Bilingualism, cognitivé functioning

and education. Language Teaching.and Linguistics. Abstnactg,‘
4-18. |

»
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Commumcatlve Approaches to Second- Language Teaching and Testing
Michael Canale

N ,
First of all, | would like to express my gratitude to th‘e Ministry of

Education, “ 0n‘tar~1'0 for jit& financial suppbrt of our research and for
1PV1t1ng me here today to speak about jt, I must point out that the
veéearCh was a group effort, involving perhaps a dozen other jndi-
viduals. ! :

Our yesearch -has centred on determining the feasibility and
~practicality of measuring the communijcative competence of students
enrolied in cdrév FrenCh"'aS'a'SECCﬂd"]anguage programs in elementary and
secondary schog}s in Ontario. The initjal stage of our research (which
u1m1nated in the report CommumcatWe Approaches to Second Languag_

Teacmn and Testm -- ‘Canale and Swain 1979) ended about four years"
ago, and yet many of the prrob]ems that we jdentified then still remain.

In- my presentation today I vsha]] talk about the .purpog,es of 4

- the Ontario Aggessment Instrument Pool for French as a Second Language

- Project (otheryise known as OAIP/FSLY and elaborate on the\ dev,eTopmenfu

of the theoretijcal framework for it. I shall conclude with some

comments on residual problems in second~language teachingvand. testing‘.‘
. : {

MR

0AIP/FSL
The main purpose of OAIP/FSL was to pr‘ovide an evaluatjve co'mpori‘ént for
'the‘ ministry'g guideline document Fr‘ench .Core_Programs, 1980 ‘The'

document's clegy focus was on commumcatmn skills: "The pr1nc1pa1 aim

of the French progr‘am is to deve]op commumcatmn "skills in both the
.receptive and gypressive aspects of language. The four 1anguagé §k111s
of 1isteﬁi1-{ng, s_p‘e,a,.,king, readi“ng, and wpiting will 'be deve]oped
gradda”y and \naturaﬂy in the program through the 1nteraction ~of
speaker‘ and” 7jstener and wmtgr and reader‘,;tms is the b§s1s of

communication® (p.4). = | "



Working from this emphasis on ‘communicat$on.‘ we began
OAIP/FSL in the hope of counteracting the trivialization of communi-
cative skills, that is, the widely held é;sumption among teachers of
French that communicajive skills are learned automatically via a
grammatically oriented program. Qur problem was twofold:  how to
define communication and how to measure it in the core French program.
There.was a strong need for a thearetical framework to guide develop-
ment of the OAIP/FSL items, and we set about to develop one.

>

Theoretical Framework

For ‘our framework we drew on theories of .language, psycholinguistics,
sociolinguistics, and other language-related disciplines to give a
general background to comﬁunicative approaches and to distinguish the
notions of communicative competence and communicative performance. We
examined ‘theories of communicative competence and the advantages and
disadvantages of a commun1cat¥ve approach for general second-language

programs.

Developing the theoretical framework entailed identifying the

main features of communication, which we proposed as follows:

- Communication is interaction-based, in that communicative skills

are normally both acquired and used in social jnteraction.

- It involves pnpredicfabi1ify and <reativity in both form and

message. B -

-

- It takes place in discourse and gsociocultural contexts which
! provide constraints on appropriate language use and also clues as

to correct interpretations of utterances.

- It is carried out under limiting psychological and other condi-
tions such as memory constraints, fatigue, and dispractibns.

-

¢ «

- It always has a purpose (for examb]e, to estéb]ish social re-

lations, to persuade, or to promise).

4

- ° It involves authentic as opposed to textbook-contrived.language.

'. - - ; l .Y . A. - ’ ,.l.‘"; 17 .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- It is judged as successful or not on the basis of antual outcomes.

(For example, communication could be judged successful in the case

of a non-native English speaker who was trying to find the tvain

station in Sudbury, utteved the ungrammatical sentence "How to qo
&

train2" to a passer-by, and was given directions to the train

station.)

Our next step was to synthesize a view of communicative
competence. \Our theoretical framework minimally included four” areas of
knowledge and skill -- gvammar, sociolinguistics, discourse, and
strategies ~-- sketched as follows:

v

- grammatical competence: mastery of the language code (verbal or

non-verbal), which involves such features as. lexical items and
les of sentence formation, pronunciation, and literal meaning;

- \§Qc1011ngu1st1c competence' ﬁastery-of apprppriage language use
in different soc1011ngu1st1c contexts witﬁAﬁeﬁphasis on ‘appro-
p>\§tene55'of meanings (for example, attitddes, speeqp acts, and
propdsitions) and appropriateness of forms (for‘examp]et register,
non-verbal expression, and intonation); ‘ ‘

- discourse competence: mastery of the combining and interpreting

bf forms and meanings to achieve\a unified spoken or written text
in different genres through the use of (a) cohesion devices to
relate utterance forms (for examp]e, pronouns, tran51tjon words,
and parallel gtructures) and (b) coherence rules to organize
meanings (fdrAexamp1e: repetition, progression, consistency, and
relevance of ideas);

-

- strategic competence: mastery of verbal and non-verbal strategies

(a) to compensate for breakdowns in communication due to insuf-
ficient competence or to performance 1imitatiohs ‘(for example,
strategies such as the use of dictionaries, paraphrase, and
gestures) and (b) to enhance the effectiveness of communication
(fai example, deliberately slow and soft speech for rhetorical
effeét). ‘



Aftor establishing our defjnitions, wo then ddentified five
important principles that must’ quide the development of a communicative

approach for a general second-language program,

- The primary goal of the approach must be to integrate yrammat.ical,

sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic competences,

- The approash must be based on and respond to the student's com-

munication needs. . .

- The student must be able to take part in communicative interaction

3 . N .
with highly. competent speakers of the language.

- ":‘-“ .
- Optimal wse must‘be mad%%of those aspects of communicative\com~'

petence developed by the, student with his/her native language that

are common to sk1fﬁs nequ1red in the second language.

\\
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- A curriculum-wide approach must be used to best facilitate \\

second-language competence. . )
. . : \_

~ As we detailed in ouh‘ihhtia] research report, we carefully.
examined the implications of our theoretical. framework for FSL. teaching
and tésting. With respect to’syllabus design, we recognized that a
second-language syllabus organized on the basis of communicati&e
functions may be disorganjzed with respect to grammar. However, it is
our view that a fuhctionally\\basedw communicative approach is move
Tikely to, have positive consequences for 1earner motivation and is less

likely to be associated with negat1ve fee11ngs than a grammat1ca]1y

-~

o

based approach. ™~

With respect to teaching _ methodo ogy, it-is crucial that.
classroom activities reflect tthE communication act1v1t1ey that the
»1earner is most likely to engage in, that t ose commun1cat1on act1“
vities be as mean1ngfu1 as poss1b1e and that they be charaetér17ed by
aspects of genuine communication. The role of the teacher n the
'second-language classroom ‘must undergo a change if a commun1cat1on-
based " approach is adopted; 1n other words, the teacher wil¥ have to
take on .an active role as an 1nst1gator~of and part1c1paht in mean1ng-
ful communication.. To carry out this role effectively, thew;gacher

.
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. will have to have a fnlrly,hlgh‘lovel of communicative competence in
the second language, a sftuation that has tmplications for teacher
training.

\ :

As well, there are two important gcperhl implications of our

Lheoretical framework for testing communication in the second language.

First, communicative testing must be devoted nol, only Lo what the

student knows about the second language and how to use it (competence),

but alse to what extent the student is able to. actually demonstrate
this krowledge in a meaningful communicative situation (performance).

Second. disd%ete'point tests will be useful, along with integrative-

Lype tests, as measures of competence,. since such te§ts may be more

effective than integrative ones in making the student aware of and in

as-essing his/her control of the separate components and elements of

communicative competence.

We feel that communicative competence must be investigated in

~a more rigorous manner before a communicative approach can be fully
implemented in second-language teaching and testing. We identified the

. fol]qwin§~as being ambng-the more critical areas for further research:

- description of thé communicative needs of a given group of
l' second-language students based on factors -particular to both the
students and the speech community in which the second language is
most likely to be used;
- exp]iCit-”statemeqt of the grammatical, sociocultural, and dis-
| course rules and communicative étrategies relevant to students'
communicative needs; | : - )
“\ ' ‘ ? .
\- comparative analysis of'rules in the socio]ingui;tic'components in

the second language and in the stﬁdent's native language; ©o.

- study of“ihe minimum level .of communicativevskillé in the second -

language needed by teachers if they are to efféctiVe?y use a
communicative approgch; ’ / .

f

\ 1]

- \gevelopment of feasible classfoom activities to encourage meaning-

o

N \ ' X . ' *
ful second-language communication;
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-~ development. of test formats and evaluation criterts to ‘balance
reliability, validity, and practicality in the assessment  of

communicative «killy,

Research findings in these areas will be very useful in the imple”

mentation of a communicative approach.

-

Concluding Remarks
Three main areas still remain as problems requiring further research
efforts. '

First, we need to judge the extent to which the objectives we
and the ministry proposed are adequate and realistic for core French
programs. Are the objectives sufficient for basic communicative

skills? How realistic is it to expect teachers and students to address
" these objectives in view of the limited time allotted to french in core

1-
programs?

Second, there is the problem of understanding how communica-
tive ski1is apeuacquired.< Above all, we need to find ways. to assist
the 1learner nnd co-opérate with him/her. The 1learner is probably
bep}er equipped fo learn a language through using it than we are
equipped, given our‘boor understan&ing, to teach it (in the traditional
sense of teaching). S -

. ) -

Third, how can language programs be “improvedz There are
implementation problems, andmguide1ineshand assessment instruments are
not enough. Current textbooks, teacher-training ’progréms, resource
materials f-‘a1]'have to be very carefully evaluated in light of the
goals of the ministry' guidelines and of OAIP/FSL.

-

S

~In the final ana]ySis, however, all our work -~ both the
OAIP/FSL fitems ‘and, :the ministry &yidelines <~ can be no, more than '
'sugjestions. It isxthe responsibili of teacher§ as. users tn refine.
andffmprove on them. . ) ’

*»

~
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Ten Years of Immersion in the Ottawa Area
Frances Morrison

, .
Since the first immersion program’ in St. Lambert some fifteen yedars
ago, such programs have spread across Canada. That pioneer program has
bean .the model for many of the more than 150 immersion programs in
Canada. OQver half of these programs start in Kindergarten and about
another one-fourth in Grade 1; ‘these are generally classified as,
primary-entry or early French immersion (EFI). Most of the other
programs (ld_per_bent) begirs in Grade 6, 7, or 8, these are ca'led
1ate~entry‘immersion (LFI). .

In Ontario many immersion programs began about 1970, most of themv?
based on the St. Lambert model. 1f immersion programs are defined as”
those where half or more of the instruction is given in the second
1anguage then more than 28 000 students were enrolled in such programs
at the e1ementary school level (K-8) in Ontarionin 1978-79 (Swain and
Lapkin 1981)

>

o .

In the Ottawa-Carleton area a post- 1mmers1on program at .«
secondary level has been estab1i$hed for severa1 years. In 1982-83
several hundred students were enrclied in programs which included
courses takgn through the medium of the French language, as well as
courses in French language and literature. '

. In Otuawa,.where many federal government employees are in posi-
tions that: requwre a certa1n level of b111ngua11sm, there was strong
parental pressure for the 1ntroduct10n of immersion programs in all
four of the local school boards. At least one type.of immérsion.
‘ progrém was soon %o be found in each board, and the humber of students
1nvolved ifcreased each year during the” 1970s. About a third of the
f1ve-year-o]d K1ndergarten students are enrolled in a French-immersion

LS

.
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program in the two public school boards, and a required progrgm of 50
per cent English and 50 per cent French has been in #ffect for Lovera)
yedars in the firb five qrades of one of the Roman Catholic school

.

boagrds.

Research in the O

wit_hrea

Since the lrntidtxon of French~immersion programs in Canada, numerous
studies have been carried out by reseyrchers in universities and school
systems. The studies carried out by the Ottawa Board Research Centre

have tended to he limited to practical rather Lhanﬂ?&nxetical issues.

P .
One of the<early concerns was whether or not there was any lagin

ur detriment to the English-language development or general academic
skills of immersion students. The research carried out in Ottawa by
OISE and by the research centre replicated the findings of a number of
other studies. These have inuicated that, although there may be
temporary ‘delays in the development of some English-language skills
until formal English 1nstruction is introduced, the immersion groups
catch up to and, by Grade 4 o# 5, perform as well as or even better
than their Ehglish-progﬁg@ counterparts on various tests of English-

language and academic achievement.

Other sthdies_indicate that the immersion groups tend to perform
better than the regular English-program groups. In most of the studies
correction is made for differences in academic ability, since the
immersion students tend to be somewhai more able academically on the
average than the total group of English-program students. The current
contract of the research centre with the Ministry of Education. includes
an attempt to explore this matter fg?ther at the high school level by
comparing the achievement in seleéted content subjects of students
taught in English and in French. ;; ‘ "

In the eaﬁ]ier years of the @esearch centre's evaluations, various
‘attitude measures were used w1th students at different grade Tevels to
héﬁp determ1ne whether or not the attitudes “of 1mmers1on students
.towards Francophones dlffer ‘from those of non-1mmer51on students. The
measures were not sensit ve enough to measure differences between the

two groups, both of uh1ch showed generally ‘positive attltudes, or. to

\)‘ ., o 4 24 -
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detect gyanges over time. There was also some negative feedback from
parents with respect to the use of these questionnafres, and this

particular avenue was not explored further,

In recent years the rvéeﬁrﬁh”QHntre evaluationy have emphasized
the French proficiency of students enrolled in both Efl and Lt1 pro-
grams. Many of these have involved Grade B through 12 ﬁtuaﬁﬂtﬁ in both

longitudinal and cross-sectional studies.

Ivmersion Programs in OttSwa and Carleton

An outline of the characterisgﬁcs of the,  immersion programs in the

Ottawa and Carleton boards of education 15 given below:

1. Primﬂry~entry'program°

- begin in Kxndergarten

-
&

- all instruction in French in Klrdergarten and Grade 1
- about sixty minuted of instruction daily in English, starting in

Grade 2
- gradual increase in English instruction to 50 per cent by
' ”~
Grade 6
2. Late-entry programs :
- QOttawa begins in Grade 6 with 100 per cent French, followed by
50 per cent in Grades 7 and 8. - -

- Carleton begins in Grade 7 with 80 per cent French, followed by -
the same in Grade 8. '
3. Secondary~1eve1,bi}jggualAprégrams
- ‘two to fqur eourses (out of eight) in French each year, in
Grades 9 through 12 ’
-“French language and literature a8t each grade level
- options availabie_and amount of choice varies with each school

»

By the end of Grade 10 EFI students in both Ottawa and Carleton

have raceived over 6000 hours of instruction in French. The number of

© " cumulative hours for LFI Grade 10 ‘students 15 “about 2500 in Carleton '
ahd. 3400 in Ottawa. These Carleton students had taken core French for \

twenty‘minutes_dqiiy before entry into the immersaon program, while the ‘

3 ; . . N -
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Ottawa students and Ytater Carleton g?oups had followed a forty-mingute
core program,  In 1982 the Grade 12 LFI ‘students in. Carleton had
accumulated about 3000 hours of instruction in French, while the Ottawa

students had 3900 hours, o -

*

Tests and Testing Conditions

During the ten years of -thes¢ evaluation studies, many different
instruments have been adminiptered to students in immp#%%on programs.

The problﬁm of obtaining tesls suitgble for these students at various
levels has been s perennial one; in many cases the choices made throughy

necessity have not been ideal.

.

0

Iwo. sources of tests have been those prepared for the Inter-
national Educational Achievement {IEA) studies ofﬂseqondary education
in various countries and those develope at OISE. Speaking tests have
Qeenoincléded as frequently as possib? in spite of the costs involved
and the time required to Sdminister ¢

In most cases tests have been used .ith sne or more groups for a
number of years in order ‘to provide both longitudinal and gross-
sectional data as well as to examine differences between groups. The
1EA French- tests have been used for these purposes; at least one of
these has been administered at some grade levels each year. One of the
forms of an'OiSE cloze-type test, requiring the student to fill in

words missing from a text, has also provided a means' of making com-
. \ .

parisons between groups.

One preblem in co]]ectvng test data is ensuring,that conditions
are the same for all classes taking the tests. ~In most cases,»testqrs
specially trained for the task have administered tpe tests; and ar=
rangements have beép made to provide suitabl€ equipment and to set up

an appropriate schedule.

’
v

Despite these etvforts, however, some ep1sodes of lack of equ1va-'

lence of testing cond1t10ns have come to our attentxon, and there may
be others about which we have no knowledge. Some of the d1ff1cu1ties
are magn1fied in thé. case of listening tests, for whlch tape recordings

are gqnera]]y useg.\\For example, for one test given in tﬁg past year

-
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1t was found that when a certa1n mode] of recorder was used at the

h1gh vo]ume necessary kor large- c]assroom conditions, there was exces-

sive sound distortion, which had not been _apparent beforehand. The
" results from these schoo]s ‘could not then be compared with those from
the schools tested ear11er. : 4

Comparisons With Other Groups

.Parents and teachers in the Ottawaiarea ‘have a]ways been much inter-
ested in comparing the performance of immersion students with that of
Canad1an-federa1 civil servants who take. a Public Service Comm1ss1on
~»test intended to classify their level of bilingualism. Before 1982 no
students who hadtaken. the ‘tests. had been in the EFI stream. In the
'spring ‘of 1982, however,- a group of Grade 10 b111ngua1 program EFI
students in the Ottawa board were tested.
The four sk%lls of reading,.writing; 1istening, and speaking.Were
tested. The EFI students ‘and several groups of late-entry students at
Grades 10 and‘gé achieved, an average, ‘evel B on reading, writing, and
11sten1ng and the Tower .Level. A for speak1ng « ‘Level B, ‘the h1ghest
level atta1nab1e on these part1cu1ar tests, would be requ1red for most\\
positions demanding b111ngua1 competence wh11e A would- be suff1c1ent
“for .some _ c]er1ca1 and technical pos1€1ons o - PN
~ Over 80 per cent of the students at both grade levels who were
tested in 1981 and 1982 reached the B: level on the tests of 11sten1ng
. - and wr1t1ng, the latter be1ng a test emphas1z1ng grammar and usage
The proport1on classified at the B 1eve1 .on reading was about 60 per -
E cent for the EFI students and 70 per cent for-a combined Grade 12 LFI
group “from the ~two boards .On_ the- speaking test, 38 per. cent of the
" same Grade 10 EFI students and 20 per cent of those in Grade 12 reached
the B level. - - - N
A group of forty-f1ve students had scores on both the Pub11c
Serv1ce Reading Test and the .Test «de- franga1s Secondaire IV, one of a ,
. series-” of tests. deve]oped ‘within “the Quebec school system to measure ,

A

read1ng comprehens1on and 1anguage usage \'The corre]at1on of 0.45

' I
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between\ the two sets of scores is s1gn1f1cant but 'the. two tests
apparently measure somewhat different skills, since only about 20 per
cent of the variance was shared.

It was‘a1so interesting to discover how well the various groups of
immersion students perform re]atite to native speakers of the language.
To this end, one or more of the levels of the Test de frangais were
administered to bilingual-program students in Grades 8 through 12. The
average score of the Grade 8 EFI students wé; at gSout the sixtieth
percentile and that of the LFI students "at about the fortieth per-
centile, when compared with ndrms.based on the first-year secondary
students on whom the test was normed.

g

»

Comparisons Between Groups Withif the Two Boards

e

When the equated scores for the EFI and LFI students in the two boards
‘were compared, we found that the EFI students consistent1y did betten
at each grade level. In most cases the differences between groups “in
‘the two programs in the same board were significant. There was also an
increase in the mean score from grade to grade in each of the four
groups; in abgut half of these cases the ‘differences were also signi-
ficant.

For a sizable group at -each gréde level tested, scores on the Test
de franga1s were ava11ab1e from the end of their Grade 8 year. The
increase in scores tended to be “greater for LFI students, but, the
increase in means between Grade 8 and each of Grades 10, 11, and 12 was
significant. - R SR

Another measure of growth was made possible when the IEA IV French
Wr1t1ng Test was used with students in Grade 8 and again in Grade 10.
Each of the groups identified made ‘significant gainswduring the two-

"year period. For fifty~6ﬁght students in the Carleton Grade 7 entry
program, the mean :score increaéed from about twenty-three to twenty- .

eight between 1978 and 1980; for forty-five students in the Ottawa_‘

program, the increase was from twenty to twenty-seven At the Grade 10
level the difference between students in the two boards was no longer

significant.

S\\j . ' A ﬁ‘-'



. Although high school requt§ for LFI students have been available
for several years, only in the last two or three years has it been
possible in Ottawa and Car]eton to.compare those for EFI and LFI groups
and to begin to determine wheiher,or not there is an optimal age to

begin: an immersion program. However, it should be remembered that,
even if the groups appear to be similar in ability, other factors such

as motivation may differ.

]

-

i+~ ¢« In 1979 and 1980 all Grade 8 EFI and LFI studentg in both’boards
* were extensively tested. = Various measures of French proficiency in
reading, writing, listening, and speaking were used. On nearly all of
these measures, the EFI groups' had sidnificant]y higher scéres than the
LFI groups (p < 0.05), even after adjustment for ability. This was to
be expected,‘sjnce the latter groups had received less than half of the,

time ih French instruction. ‘

‘ . ¢
In 1981 and’1982 the results for EFI and LFI Grade 10 students
were c&hpared. In 1981 the first sizable groups of EFI students had
significantly higher scores on five different tests. 1In 1982 there
were fewer signifitant differences between the two groups, although it
is possible that in some cases this was a function of the lack of
sensitivity in the scoring procedures used with the communicative tasks
and, in the case of the interview test, of the size of the sample as
well. Thefe were nc significant differencés between groups on the same
. test S;juiiénch reading and language usage giveq in* 1981. 0On the
| wrﬁting task, the only :significant difference was on the rating for
word Ehoiée, where the combined EFI group for thé two bqards;had a
lhigher mean rating than the corresponding LFI group. The distributionS‘
of errors were found to be very similar for the two program groups, as
- was, the percentage of errors. C : AN
Results on two leVé[s of the cloze test (Test de mots a trouver),
_ given at different grade levels in various years, suggest ,SBout a
two-year difference at the secdngary level between LFI 'groups’and the
- first group. of EFI stqdénts, but this difference -appears tb have
v diminished with the second group of EFI students. Both of the Grade”lZ‘
LFI groups have mean scores similar to those of thg Grade 10 EFI
groups. ThR two-year difference was also suggested in a Comparison of
the Grade 8 EFI results of 1979 and 1980 with the Grade 10 LFI scores
' o : : S AN

.
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of 1980. It is important to note, however, that in each case indivi-
dual d1fferenq95 among students in any ohe program far surpassed any

overall d1fference between programs.

Communicative Competence

An effort has been made in the past several years to evaluate the
communicative competénce of immersion students in both speakiﬁg and
writing. he writing task given to Grade 10 students in 1982 consisted
of a Jletter in French on a topic thought likely to evoke\ strong

opinions on the part of most students. A rating of from one to five =

was given as a holistic score for overall impression and for each of
five analytic scores (word choice,, techn1ca1 skills, grammatical

sk111s, content and ideas, and organ1zat1on)

. 3 - ,
One problem occurred in spite of the training and careful instruc-

tions given to the scorer. ,In.a11 of the groups there were greater
proportions of high scores than low ones. However, since the §coring
was .consistent, it was possible to use the ratings to compare groups,
and no significant differences were found between the EFI and LEI

groups in the two boards.

A. half-hour French_interview test, similar to that used by the
Foreign Service instifdte in the United States, has"béép'used with
samples of EFI and LFI students at several grade levels. Although

eleven different ratings were possible, only one student was given one

of the top three scores, representing native-Tike speech, and the two’

lowest ratings were not used. i

N
Al

The verbal descr1pt1ons assoc1ated with these rat1ngs indicate
that the maJor1ty of the immersion students tested may be cons1dered

orally competent at léast to satisfy their rout1ne social needs .and

11m1ted work needs in French (Level -2 or 2+). Many are a]so ab]e to
speak the 1anguage well enough to participate in. most ord1nary conver-

sations on practical, soc1a1 or work-related subJects (Leve] 3 or 3+)

ngr-half of the‘ni:;ky-seven students who' had been in either EFI

~or LFI programs and who were tested at the beginning of Grade 11 in the,
~ fall of 1981 were classified at Level 2 or 2+. Another 20 per . cent



Reference

were placed in the next higher category, while about 20 per cent were
judged to be below_Level 2. Only five students, all but one from LFI
programs, were found to be performing at the very basic Level 1, while
16 were at Level 1+.-

Tracing and Other Studies

53
.

Another important aspect of the Ottawa research has been the ongoing
tracing of certain cohorts of students throughout their school careers.
This. has made it possible to compare program choices, to examine
probram“retention rates,”and to ensure that the backgrounds,of students
1nc]uded 'in "analysis groups have been representative. Of those in
immersion Kindergarten in 1971 and who remained in.the Ottawa-Carleton
area, about two-thirds were still in a program emphasizing French by
Grade 8. Close to 70 per cent of the EFI group and over half o[ the
LFI students appear to be continuing into a bilingual program at the

"AGrade 9 level. In 1982 questionnaires were sent to two groups of

former LFI students who had graduated from Grade 12 in a bilingual iigh
school program. At Jleast 80 per cent of the students were taking or
planning to ‘take a postsecondary program, and most felt fairly confi-

‘dent in their ability to use French. _ About two-thirds described

exper1ences since leaving.school which had g1ven them 0pportun1t1es to

“use and 1mprove the1r French.

We hope that we will be able to monitor the progress of the EFI
students until ‘several cohorts have completed Grade 12 and to continue

~ the follow-up of graduates. It wiL] also*be important to continue to
. exam1ne the progress of children-in the earlier grades and to study, in

part1cu1ar,Aways of helping those who have problems, both those who
transfer out of immersion and those who remaip. - Additional projects,,
some with a more theoret1ca] emphasis, can continue to stimu]até{
program deve]opers to provide the best conditions poss1ble for learning

French'as a. .second language in the special env1ronment in the Ottawa-~r.

Car]eton area

-

'Swain, M., raod ‘S. ;Lapkin. ©1981. -Bilingual Eoucation in Ontario: A

Decade of Research:: Toronto: Minisfry of Education, Ontario:
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l.earning Disébilities and Prediction of Suécess in Primary French
Immersion

Ronald L. Trites

This paper summarizes the results of sevenﬁyeaqs of research. Two
years were devoted éo an investigation of the characteristics of
children who have Tlearning difficulties in’ ﬁrimary Freneh:immersion
programs. Five years were devoted to the development of a battery of
tests intended to identifv four-year-old children, prior to their entry
inio a Rrimary French-immersion program, who in subsegyent years will
do well in such a program, will drop out because of learning difficul-

ties, or will remain in the program but do poorly €Trites 1981). 1{\\\§____,;

‘I am indebted to Anne Price, who was my research assistant for the 1
first five years of investigation, and great1y appreciative of the
contractual research funding I have rece1ved from the Ontario M1n1stry
of Education throughout.

" Learning Disabilities in Primary French-Immersion Students

French-immersion programs began in Ottawa schools in 1969-70 with .
>pﬁga}amso at the Kindergarten Nevel. By 1973 increasing ‘numbers of ..
children were being referred to the Neurqbsycho]ogy Laboratofy of the
Royal Ottawa Hospital forethe 1eérning difficu1ties'they were having in
the  programs. In order to understand more about the nature of these
difficulties, we began our research program in 1975 (Trites and Price
1976). The pr1mary ‘goal of ‘the first research project was to determ1ne
if the children!s learning difficulties were specific to the1r be1ng
educated in a second language or if, as had been. suggested elsewhere,
they were children with primary learning disabilities who would have °
difficulty in school even if educated in their native language.

Eight droups of children weve selected, és\outlined in table 1.
here were thirty-two chilldren in each group, and all 256 children

‘shared one common trait, namely, they were having difticu]ty in school.




* Table 1: Eight Groups of ChiIdren.With Learning Disabilities

Francophone schools 32 ~dysfunction 32

I .
"Language" Groups N | "Traditional" .Reference Groups N
; _ =4fﬁ . |
French immersion ' 32 | Primary read1ng d1sab111ty
s
| » problems 32
o I CV‘
Anglophones in |
Francophone schools 32 | Hyperactive ' 32
- | I
Children of other ethnic | Behaviour and personality
backgrounds in | problems v 32
Aqg]gphone schools 32 | .
) ‘ I - .
Francophones in |- Minjmal. brain Jff
I
I
I

The children received extensive evaluations, consistigg of tests
of intelligence, -language, perceptual : ability, personality and be-
havioural development, motor and sensory functioning. Statistical
analysis indicated that the French-immersion group was unique in many
important respects, and in fact all eight groups had un1que profiles,
-~ one from the other. The French-immersion children were characterized

by having the highest IQ of all the groups, superior language and
perceptual abilities, and normal personality functions. However, they
- performed the woorest of all eight groups on a very impdrtant test in
neuropgychblogy, namely, the Tactua] Performance Test. The Tactual
Pef?ormance Test is a measure sens1t1ve to’ the tempora] Iob% reg1ons of
the brain. The resu]ts of th1s test were cons1dered as potent1a11y
n1mportant in exp1a1n1ng d1ff1cu1t1es-1n French 1mmers10n since the

tempora] lobes are- important brain regions for auditory processing,
language” funct1on1ng, and meﬁory function. Our first year. of study
established that children who have difficulty . in %rimary French-
immersion programs do not have the more commonly recogn1zed 1earn1ng
d1sab111t1es such as pr1mary reading d1sab1]1t1es or dys]ex1a'
perceptual- motor d1sorders,’—and othenr types of 1earn1ng d1ff1cu1ty
" familiar to those who “work with learning- ‘disabled children, but rather
have a un1que 1earn1ng d1ff1cu1ty specifIc to ﬁhé “early-sécond-
Ianguage immersion program '((_ - .




In oraer'to cross-validate the results of the first study,\dn,lg}ﬁh
we matched sixteeh fon-clinic referral French-immersion drop-out
children with sixteen French-immersion children. who were doing well
(Trite's and Price 1977). The ‘children- were carefully matched for age,
sqcio-economic status, sex, "and, very importantly, "teacheér. It is
always possible that some children do poorly in’@kprogram because they
have a poor. teacher Therefore, each successful child was matched with

. each drop—out child on the Sas1s that they had had the same teacher in’
-krench- 1mmers10n Kindergarten. Once again, a. most important difference
between the success and drop-out groups was bn the Tactua] Performance
Test. The thirty-two French- 1mmers1qn| children from the previous
year's study were re-examined: those children who were be1ow ages nine
and ten at retest continued to have difficulty on the Tactual Perfor-
mance Test, while those who were ten years of age and older no longer
had -dif.ficulty. We intrepreted the results of both years of study plus
the foltow-up investigation to mean that children with evidence. of a
maturational lag in the temporal-lobe regions of the brain will have
difficulty when placed at‘an early age in a French-immersion program.

t 4 .' l

Ear]y—Identification Assessment Investjgatioﬁ_

' Odce'it'was established that'there W?s a unique pattern of deficits
‘ characteristié of children.who have difficulty in Primary French-
. immersion programs,- weﬂwdesigned a test battery intended 4to assess
four-year-old children, prior to their entry 1nto a program, in order
"to predict their success in it (Tr1tes and Price 1978, 1979, 1980). We
" decided at the same: time to - compare the pred1ct1ve validity of the
early- 1dent1f1cat1on assessment with pred1ct10ns of success made by
Jun1or—K1ndergarten—teaehers~aﬂd—senaor—K+ndergar%en—teaehers~and—a%so—
to 1nvest1gate characteristics of the home environment as predictors of |

-success. In this investigation, then, we assessed information from .
home, .school, and individual neuropsychological testing for effective-

~ness as predictors of SUCGeSS.
Fifty-one of . the fifty-three elementary schoo]s .in the Ottawa -

_Board of Educat1on offering. an Eng]1sh four-year- old K1ndergarten
agreed to part1c1pate in the study. Teacher-rat1ng 1nformat1on and:,

- T _ f " ‘ B V»( | | E)éi » a 'v B




biographicaﬁ- ana background= informatien questionnaires Qere distri-
buted to the teachers and parents of the 1330 ch11dren in the f1fty one
schools. Detailed responses were received from 97 per cent of the
teachers and 76.5 per cent of the parents, an extremely high response

rate. .
ﬂ

-
-

Teachers tended to recommend French-immersion " enrolment for
children they cbnsidered to be above aVeFage in ability, social matura-
tion, and motivation. Parents, vprobably understandably, used an-
entirely different set of guidelines. In opting for-therbrbgram, they
tended to emphas1ze f]1festy1e factotrs such as enhanced job oppor-
tunities and opportunity to learn Canada's other off1c1a] “language.
Approx1mate1y 500 of the 1330 children were schedu]ed to enter-Primary

**. French=immersion programs. Compar1son of the fam111es of French-'
immersion children with those of English’ K1ndergarten ch11dren 1nd1-
cated that the French-immersion children tended to be those who came
from higher socio-economic levels, who came from families with more
books in the home, who were read. to more frequent]y at home, and who
had parents who either had knowledge of French or were studying French.

/

We randomly selected 200 of the 500 children for long-term inves-
tidation " The 200 children received detailed individual and group
testing 1nvo]v1ng tests of intelligence, 1anguage,'acudemic aChieVe*
ment, personality, behav1our, and,Aof course, a modified vers1on of the
Tactual Performance Test des1gned for fourxyear olds.” As can be seen.
from table 2, the children tended to perform well on "all measures
The aVerage scores on the 1nte]11gence tests were in The br1ght-norma1
range, and 1anguage bk1]]5 were commensurab]y well developed. For

—example, vocabu]ary deveﬂopment as measured by the Peabody was- at the

6.2-year 1ievel, while the average age of the children at- test1ng was
4.9 years. Readiness skills for reading, as measured by th Wide Range
Ach1evement Test, were at the Grade 1 level, although the children were
just completing four-year-old K1ndergarten, andispe]]ing»énd arithmetic
readiness skills were at the mid-fo-late five-year-old Kindergarten
level. The children were reassessed at .the end of five-year-old
Kindergarten (their firsteyeaf in immersion), Grade 1, apd Grade 4 .and

" are currently being reassessed at the end of Grade 5.




Table 2: Means and Standard Deviations of the 200 Children on Selected

Measures of the Early-Identificatjon Assessment Battery .
~Variables X ) SD oo
Age ' 4.9 . 0.3 ,
WPPSI: vIQ ’ o 118.3 o 12.4
pIQ ) 115.8 12.0
ESIQ . ' 118.9 119 . -
Peabody MA ‘ - . - 6.2 AR .
I 1m0 0 s
Matrices Raw ‘ | ) - 17.3 f~ 4.6
Percentile : 79.7 ‘f - . 21.9”%':h
,ﬁg@l:.'nGrade: éeadjng ‘ | 1.05 : 0.4 .
spelling - > 0.51 T 0
Arithmetic . | ,0'{.8;')‘ - 0.4
S >

As cé@n be seen in tab]e 3, there has been a gradual attrition of
.the 200 eh11dre in" the ‘Erench-immersion program to 159 at the end of
* o five- -year-old KAindergarten, 124 at the end of Grade 2, and 94 at the
_end of Grade 4, and prel1m1nary resu]ts suggest 88 at the end of Grade _
5. While there’ are,,of course, a,var1ety of reasons for this attrition .-~ -
rate (including mbv{hg from the Ottawa area, problems with Busing'“and -
" other factors), using r1gorous criteria,. weghave identified twenty~f1ve_
———nﬁch14drenﬂas-haVﬂng~dropped out~of—the~prpgram—as—a—resu}t—eﬁ—pponounced—-*~
-learning d1ff1cu]t1es In addition,’ m§ ch11dren have remained in the
_program in-spite of hav1ng con51derab1e d1ff1culty in. keeplng up with

the rest of the c]ass : .-y

Q.




Table 3: Classroom Enrolment of the 200 Children From Junior
: ' Kindergarten Through Grade 4

4-Year-01d 5-Year-01d
~ Kindergarten Kindergarten Grage 1 . Grade 4
-200 to be -159 ip French -124 in French =94 in French
enrolled in * immersion immersion immersion
French * =17 in English -39 in English . -37 in English
" immersion . Kindergarten programs programs
=16 moved -31 moved -62 moved
-9 misc. -6 misc. : -7 miscs -

¢

——
” -

The predic¢tions of the Junior Kindergarten teachers were not
accurate” in predicting subsequent success or learning difficulties in
the Primary French-immersion program; However, the Senior Kindergarten

_teachers (who had the children for a yéar'in an immersion program) were
able to predict "subsequent suécess accoraing to the follow-up status at
" the end of Grades 1 and 4. .

) s,

) ‘The best predictor of all was the neurbpsychological test battery.
=" As can be seen' from table 4, in a comparison of drop-outs with.high

Table 4: Discriminate-Function Comparison of Drop- -outs’ and High
Ach1evers in French-Immersion on Four Year-01d K1ndergarten

* > N (}‘ )
- — : » — —
Actual Group . N ’ -Predicted _Groupa oot
) Drog-oﬁ%s o High achievers
‘ ' Noo% N X
‘ ’ - RN ) ‘ . Ky A
Drop-outs 17 17 100 0 0
High achievers - = 22 0 . . 0 22 100

L]

»

® Overall correct classificatiin:, 100 per: cent’

o
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N |
achievers in French immersion carefully matched for IQ, the

early-identification test battery administered to childven at four
years of age was able to predict subsequent drop-out versus high
achievement with 100 per ceol accuracy. A prediction of drop-out

versus ability to remain in French immersion in spite of difficulty

ve an overall 87 per cent correct classification. Finally, the test
att;ry was able to predict the relative level of success for those
hildren vho were able to remain in the French-immersion program. As
can be seen from table 5, when predicting high achievement versus low -
achievement, the test battery was 87 per cent accurate, even control-

ling for IQ. -

Table 5: Discriminate Function Comparison of High Achievers and Low
Achievers in French Immersion on Four-Year-Old Kindergarten

Variables
Actual Group N Predicted Group®
) High achievers Low achievers
N % N ¥
High achievers 22 22 100 0 0
Low achievers 17 5 29.4° 12 70.6

Overall correct classification: 87.18 per cent \

Thus;'oﬁr investigation suggests that it seems realistic to expect
that a';hrbe-to-four-hour group and individual test assessment at the
end of four-vear-old Kindergarten is highly effective in predicting (a)
.: whether a child will be able to stay in a French-immersion prog?am or
Twi]l drop out because of learning_difficu]tiés,’and'(b) the relative
level of suctess, at least through Grades 4 and S,nof childfen who

" remain in the program. ‘
!
H
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(Trites 1983z, 1983b). A significant preporticon of these oni

Long-Term Fbllgw-up of Drop-outs From Early French ImmﬁJ?ion

*

Work intended to obtain follow-up informatioen on the thirty-t@o
French-immersion drop-outs in the 1975 study and the sixteen drop- nutf
from the 1976 study is now under way. We have been able to locate and
test thirty-one ot the forty-eight subjocts. These |nd1v1dualf Are now
int their mid-to-late teens. As  would be predicted from Qur
maturational-lag model and findings that the learning difficulty .is
specific to the second-language learninq program, only one of the
thirty-one students has requlred JpeC1al education programming. Thirty
have progressed normally 1n regular antnfh programs through their
elementary and high school years, and soae are scheduled to attend
university. Ore purpose for conductingethis fo??qyfup was to determine
how many of the drop-cuts from early :mmer zoﬁ opted for a late-
immersion program, and, if so0, whother or not they were 5uccessfuL
The maturational-lag hypothesis fromSthis rasearch would suggest that
these individuals would ge successful 1f wtney were to enter a late-
immersion program. However, and somewhat to our surprise, none of the
early drqp*outs opted for a late-immersicn program. One primary reascr
for thgi} not doing 50 was that they were concerned that they would not
defwell (in spite of the fact that =ost were A and B students in their
current high school programs and scme were even in enricned prégrams}.
The other even more freguent reascn was that they had 2 very negative
r

-
-

attitude towards the French-language programs. It would appea
the eaxly experience of doing poorly and dropping cut of the
immersion program had a a:tvng 2ffect on their attitudes towarcs the
French language and French-language orograns 4t scnool.

Cur researcn has 3&@:1 icns with respect o the educaticn =of

young immigrant children thSE'?anguage is something other than Engiisn

almost certainly have maturational
These particular children are likely o te at a d%sgﬁvaﬁzage Eothey
are enrclled in an Eng!ish‘ianguaée program, elen the specializad
English-as-a-second-language c?ésses is the early gréces 2T schaatl
may be advisable for them to bDe educated first in their rative fasguage

and thermanrotled in an English-language progras 3
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"Commentary on the Presentatlons of Drs Swain and Lapkin and Dr. Canale

Fram;olse Howard

Preamble

By the nature of our occupation, my colleagues and I who are involved

"in teacher- preparatwon often fee] that we: are poised on the edge of .two

"

. the worst of times....

ifIntroduction

worlds. thle we feel the pu11 of grav1ty from the "real" world at our

feet, that 1s the demands of the c]assroom where our admirable prac- -

titioners are tp]lwng at establishing pract1ces in accord with the
didactic princip]és tﬁéy were taught at teachehs' colleges (and in some
cases. practices that we ourselves chémpioneﬂ), we find ourse]ves
mesmer1zed by the call of some siren out there who promises “sweeter

returns for our efforts We read .the literature of new research on the

language- ]earnqu proce%@es and, although we try to nurture in our

student teachers -a respect for established trad1t1on, at the same time
we try to awaken .in them a sp1r1t oj/adventure that” will make them
search1ng, rlsk~tak1ng individuals who will not succumb too soon to the

4

As you may beiawére, Professor Calvé and I were assigned to two work-

shops thfs- morning. Whi my‘”é&iﬁéégue attended those directed by
Dr. Morrison -and Dr. Trites, I ‘went to those presented by Dr. ‘Canale

and -Drs. Swain and Lapkin. In the following twc commentar1es we will .
try . to communicate the-react1ons of our assemb]ed de]egates to each
. workshop as wéll as give our v1ews on the’ f1nd1ngs of ‘the research

project in questxon " As we]l we will. attempt to po1nt out directions
for new Ministry of Educat1on involvement and m1n1stry-sponsored

’ research of the pure, - deve1opmenta] or speculative. kind -~ all this

keeping -in m1nd ‘the present concerns of our confréres in the field of

French as a secpnd 1anguage and the urgent need for the reorganization
of.French‘progﬁams-as prescribed by the new ministry documents and
‘circulars, in some cases due for implementation as early' as 1984!

. * .
~~ : . s t

R §
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_comfortable routines of yesteryear. "It was,the best of times; )t was



Part -1 '
I\

The Review and Evaluation Bulletin entitled Communicative Approaches

to Second lLanguage Teaching and Testing (Canale and Swain 1979) was a

very timely document. Ever since Hymes boldly asserted that "there are
rules of use without which the rules of grammar would be useless"
(Hymes 1972, p. 278), 1inguists and educators in Europe -and America
have taken up the pen to praise-the most desirable aim of second-
language teaching: communicative competence. To some degree. England,
Fr;nce and- the United States led the way in the 1970s. Indeed‘
programs aqd textbooks were designed to serve the new aim, espec1a11y

in E%L But when the Canale and Swain bulletin appeared, 1t qunck]y
cameffo;the fore as the Canadian version of the rationale, theoret1ca1
;ffameyork;uand'pedagogic interpretation, described in eminently read-
able "ﬁr‘ose of 'the new aim. Appendix A of the Ontario Assessment

.Instrument Pool (OAIP), “A Domain Description for Core FSL: Commun1-j~"

cative Skills", translated this framework into a set of guiding prin-
ciples for a communicative approach; it‘ is now recognized as the
definitive Tink between the highly prionitizedhaim of communication as
it 1s stated in the Ministry-.of Education curriculum, gu1de11ne French,
Core Pr;g[ams 1980 and the FSL school departments in 0ntar1o

As Dr. Canale exp1a1ned ‘this morning, the OAIP project was -
begun in the hope of counteract1ng the "tr1v1a11zat1on of commun1cat1ve.
skills", that is, the widely held assumption among teachers of French -
Lthat communicative skills were Tearned by osmosis, os'itiwere; via a

grammatically oriented program.

i Dr. Canale poinfed out that one of the problems involved in
communication teaching and testing is, of ‘course' created by the
dichotomy of t1me a]]otment versus rea!1st1c performance objectives:
" shall we ta1lor our objectives to time constraints, or shall we -in-

crease time allocations to meet our objectives?

sAnother problem resides in the question "How are communi- .
cative skills acquired?". In the pseudo-naturalistic climate of
immersion classes? In the core program in the guise of "situational"
techniques and activities? From actual inStrgction with the teacher
firmly ensconced .in the dihacticﬁ role? At the moment there is no
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solution for thie problem,. at 1east in the context of e]ementary'and”
secondary school education. . At best, Canale feels, we must be there to
“aasist the learner .and co-operate with him/her", in other words, to-
nurture thellearner,a1ong the Way to communicative competence, There -
cannot be any dramatic overnight changesf The most grievoos problem
seems to. be that the majorfty of current programs and textbooks, while.
giving lip-service to the development of communicative skills, do not
really encompass the a1m of commun1cat1on as stated in the 1980 cur-
r1cu1um gu1de11nes
React1ons from the aud1ence Were a]ong the following ]1nes
Is the>pAIP package suited to -the evaluation oT the basic-level entrant
into” secondary school (Grade’ 10)7 In response, Dr. Canale stressed
that the burden for the use or m1suse~of 0AIP rests w1th the examiner
who uses the tegt items. Yet, objected another speaker, thése items
" were no doubt screened,among students of the genera]ﬁ1eve1 of secondary
school. The researcher admitted, this, reminding his audience, hoyever,
* that these are; at most, exemplary items;"models as i1} were, which -
/might suggest alternative teaching approaches to tdése currently
practised in the Freqch classroem, formats for exerc1ses,qor formats
for tests. - The ‘items are comp]ementary to the present structures-
oriented programs and textbooks and myst not be regarded. as a measure
of student.achievement, teacher competence, or program value. ' .
At this point I must insert a small Qote-of'caUtion. Not-
withstanding all good intentions, slips’ do occur. It seehs-that a few
of the OAIP ﬁtehs contain slight .language flaws.” As the oo]y French- -

speaking member of the subject adv’sory group for the OAIP .now in
circulation, I bear,some of the respons1b111ty. No matter how q;ess1ng
the deadline hay Se, future QAIP items must be edited even more care-
fully. ' - ‘

“Part IT .

fhe;second workahop I attended"this morning was Dr..Swain and Dr.

Lapkin' s-report on the B111ngua1 Education ProJect The samples chosen
by this team' of researchers were taken to be "as .comparable as
possible” Qith the.Eng]iéh-1nstructed groups, members of which were

»
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" without seridus emotional problems, not repeaters, and not of Franco-

phone background.

Dr. Swain went over the various questions that the 1980
generat1on of parents and educators would likely have asked. Mould any
n%§1ve 1anguage\ deficit ensuea Was 1mmed1ate, 1ntensJue, early
tanguage, use a proper way of aSSUring eventual proficfency in the
second - language? Would normal c%gn1t1ve deve]opment be,at risk if the '

language of learning were not tHe familiar home 1anguage to the point

. of possible cognitive confus1on’ Was early total 1mmers1on not for the:

child of superior inte]]igence’ Would -the ch11d be robbed of some

ethnic: identity in the proces,s9 & Dr: Swa1n and Dr. Lapk1n s report

'answered reassuringly on a]] éounts (In my suggested d1rect1ons for

-

future research ! will touch on the quest1ons that are now asked
-- that 1is, in the 19&95 -~ on theA subject of 1mmers1on.:French.)

,'/,v

The aud1ence assenbled for th1s workshop sought reassurance
on the subject of possible English- ianguage deficits, some ,of_them
expressing nagg‘?ng'doubtr At this point it was suggested (by audience

and researchers) that there 1s ‘a pub11c misconception that Eng11sh-"
-1anguage proficiency centres’ on. correct spelling. (A titter went

through the crowd’) The quéstiorr then -arose as to whether the-
early-total-immersion students were not indeed a “se]ect“ group, py
dint - of the supporttve 1nf1uence of. highly motivated parents

Dr. Swajn‘s response ‘was that, far from being se]ect groups the

ear]y-tota]-immersion groups” in fact-const1tuted & much wider range

than did the late-immersicn, se]f-mot1vated entrants. Furthermore,z1t

"seems that it is not‘unusua] for even "“supportive" -parents to entertain

a certain hostility towards the French language, while at the same tihe
insisting that their offspring- learn French for future careers.

According to the recently published booklet French Immersion: The
"Trial Balloon That Flew (Swain and Lapkin‘1983),.if’immersion French is
a success, it is .largely the result of thé comfortable adjustment of

the young students and their obvious .enjoyment of the educational‘
experience. ' v '
With on-the- spot verification from Mr. Russ.McGillivrayi
Program Director, Carleton Board of . Education: as of September/1982
e}ght'secondary schools in the "jurisdiction of the Carleton Board were.

©
1
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Ioffer1ng fb]]ow-up bi1ingual- ‘courses,,. for as many as twelve cred1ts ‘to

those immersion students (60 per cent of‘them) who enter Graae 9 (this

percentage. was noted in the Morrison report). Incidentally, 50 per
cent of the late-immersion entrants abandon the immersion program at

the Grade 9 level (Morrison). !

In summary, early-immersion students progress at the same
rate in their mother tongue (after Grade 5) in their academic subjects

as do their English-instructed peers, are more competent in French than o

core French students three to four grades ahead of them, and even .

compare favourably with their Francophone peers, at the Grade 8 level,
in” measures of receptiVe skills (1istening__cqmprehension, reading
cpmprehensioh), but lag behind the latter group in French speaking
proficiency. ’ ‘

Late-immersion prpﬁﬁams it appears, have not yet been
thoroughly enough 1nvest1gated to be fairly compared with
ear1y-immersion programs _~Indeeu a good deal of the findings related
to late, immersion quoted; ’Tn the ‘Bilingual Education Project report
(Swain and Lapk1n 1981): aré réported 1n the Quebec research mainly by
Genesee. The reasons g1ven £pr 1nsuff1c1ent ana]ys1s,§re the current

\f

diversity in late= 1mmers

fprogram patterns 1nq00tar10 the various
'thé 'di fferent entry
points; and the d1fference$ 1n the context (subJect :matter) through

degrees of intensity of"’ secﬁhd 1anguage exposure

which the French 1anguage is taught. It must be -remembered that
confext-rich subJects ca]] “for more language ut111zat1on by" :the
1earﬁer. But which school subjects’ offer theseﬁ,most >advaptageous
.contexts? At which age level will they be iﬁtrqduced? How is "the
fteacher chosen? This last point is py concern:‘.w111 the teacher be
chosen on the basis o?.expediehcy, or will he/she have beeh trained for
.teaching academic subjects to second-language learners?

-

Part III

fhe next ccmments yol( hear will be the outcome of very pragmatic
consfderations. 1 fﬁ]]y recognize that budget - restrafnts will not
allow the support of research projects that-fa11 short of the mark in
‘terms of realistic applications. There is, however, one aspect on

‘which I wolld like to make an idealist's statement. Intuitively I
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believe that benefits of a‘persona{%QRd social nature will accrue to
the Canadian student from the bi]inguqi\gxper1ence Heightened Tlin-
guistic awareness, d feel, opens one's m1nd to the understanding of the
other founding.race. Not that th1s understanding will result in the
approval of divergent phi]osoph%es or the total acceptance of each
otHEF7s cultural traditions -- but no matter! Heightened 1inguisfic
awareness in this country may become our only .assurance that . "the

centre will hold". '_ . v

*  And now quickly baek" to pragmat1sm, for never' have we been

- more aware of the importance of our role as educators--in assur1ng the
holding power of our French programs. To th1s end it is time to look: |,

forward critically and sensibly to d1rect1ons for action and future

research.
D

) o

First, I would like to consider with you the quest1on of
levels of French and the realistic expectations they represent. In a
document called Teaching and Learning French as a Second Lang5553‘~—~/ .
(Ministry of Education, Oqtério, 1977), the ministry stated its expec-

tations of FSL instruction. in terms of proficiency (basic, middle, and

_ top) based on a specific number of hours for each level (1200, 2100,
and 5000). It has ‘now been found that there is no direct re]at1onsh1ﬁ
between the number of accumulated hours of second-language 1nstruct1on
and proficiency in that language, this relationship being "affected_by
the age of the learner, the intensfty of the second 1angﬁage instruc-
tion, and the instructiona] strateg1es and materials . used by: the
teacher" '(Swain 1981}. Therefore, ‘it _1s now poss1b1g to _suggest
revisions in order to make these expectations moré.rea1istié and‘begin
to refine them into more épeciffc statements.

‘
[

My next remarks deal with thé core French program --'the'aoor
“relative!  According t6 the 1980 statistical table issued by the,
miﬁistry, there are still some twenty boards of education in Ontario
that do not provide any ‘instructign in Frenéﬁ in their elementary .
schools (Ministfy’of Education, 1982, appendix B, table 4.1, p. 55).
There are only fifty-one boards of 13Q surveyed in 1982 "ih‘which grade
13 students will accumulate 1200 hours of core French instruction for
the SSHGD". 0f the 130 boards surQeyed, seventy-eight broposé“.tO'
provide. this amount of instruction by 1995. Yet the core French




program is the choice of some 44 per cent of our students at the
elementary level and probably of. a good number of the 32.8 per cent of
students enro]]ed in FSL from Grade 9 to 13 in 1980 (M1n1stry of

Education, 1982, appendix B, table 1, p. 49). Clearly, the Ministry.of '
QQGUcation;‘in its judicia] ro1e, must look into_the situation and offer

wise direction for the future, especially as it is now proven (Morrison

repoﬁt) that, 'where core programs are concerned, proficiency in the |

French 1anguage is in direct re1at1onsh1p to "overall exposure (read

“"time a]]ocat1on") to French 1nstruct1on o

Next I'wifﬁ deal with immersion programs. ~More and more;

parents are choosing for* their children the.immersion-program way to

the attainment of a degree of Bilingualism. Early-total-immersion ©

French, one™of several options, is particularly popular.

Since r@search.findings cast” some doubt on the advisability

of this option for certain children (based on the current teacher/

parent criteria of high IQ, social maturity, and motivation), should
parents who contemp1ate enrolling their children in early total immer-

;s1on be invited to look at the  more positive. pred1ct1ve measures

present in a d1agnost1c test of adjustment and successful cont1nuancé
in such a program (along the Tlines of Dr. Trites's battery of tests),
this test to be administered through local school boards in LonJunct1on

with psychologists? I am told by Dr. Trites that an art1c]e on the
- nature and administrative procedures of these tests is forthcom1ng

~(Canadian Modern Language Review) and that such tests do not represent

undue inconvenience to all concerned

Meanwhile, and notwithstanding the excellent groundwork done
by Dr. Trites, "there is good reason to keep abreast of the research

. literature on such 1anguage-1earning prOCesses as that of the young

child (aged two to five) who, 1n a "submersion" situation‘in his/her

own family or immediate socqa] env1ronment proceeds along the way to

,Hb111ngua]1sm (see Tritone, 1983)

The estab11shment/of 1mmers1on programs is the dec1s1on of a

+ school board [(usually under parenta] pressure), yet the pub11c at 1arge'
and, vetry often, the parents themse]ves are poor]y 1nformed on the

2

/
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'1mportant quest1on of the d1fferent practices that have,been called

.-"1mmers1on. What s 1mmers1on" What happens inside an 1mmers1on-

program classroom? Where does the emphasis vreally lie == on the
context, that is, the subJect matter, or pr1mar11y on the med1um that

3

the pursuit of 11ngu1st1c exce]]ence in: French’

_ Perhaps 1t is ‘time for the- M1n1stry of Education to state,
more prescriptively than it has. done in the past the role of those
priorities to be .established within the various patterns of French-'
immersion programs. Such guidelines would delineate the present .
teacher's role and_ the nature of his/her teaching procedures make for
a wiser® choice of teach1ng materials, and be of invaluable ass stance'.

in the profess1ona] tra1n1mg of the prospect1ve French teacher

’

-3
Instances have been reported where the perforMance of late-
immersion students was found to be superior to that of eér]y-immersion

 fstudents'(SWain,;Lapkin and Andrew 1981). Late immersion may be a

BN

\Viab1e practical, effect1ve way to proceed. Are older learners, being

more cognitively mature, more efficient than younger’ ones 1in some
aspects: of second- language learning? Genesee (1978)" contends that

.older 1e§rners' ability to abstract, classify, and.genera]iie may aid

them in the .task of -conscfous]y formulating and applying second-
langlage rules. Older learners, having learned to read and write,Vneed,

only learn “different'surface rea1iiations of these skills" as demanded
_ : - A

by . the second language.

[

According to‘Cummins's (1979) "threshold" hypothesis, called
the developmental interdependence hypothesis the deve]opment of
competence in the second language is part1a11y a funct1on of the type
of competence a]ready developed in the first language ‘at the t1me when
fntehsive exposure to the second. language beg1ns The thresho]d-]eve]
hypothes1s proposes that there. may "be thresho]d levels. of 11ngu1st1c ‘
competence which a b111ngua] child must atta1n in order to receive the
cogn1t1ve benef1ts.of bilingualism. Perhaps this hypothes1s should be
further inuestigated with a view to forecasting success in ‘late

immersion;




,Ear]y total immersion‘appears,fo yield a moré'proficieﬁt'énd
producty in terms  of ' "“near-native" competencé; than does late
immersion. Perhaps it is time to test hthg ultimate attainmént'\in
French-}nnguage proficiency of both types of studénts’gt the moment of

)

secondary school program. _ Lo ’

leaving shg;ol, that is, at the Grade 13 level of their bilingual

The fo]]ow1ng suggest1ons w111 dea] w1th m1ni§try sponsored

a

services. When asked to retrospectively analyze their school careers,

students of the bilingual high school prégrams regretted their lack'of

interaction with French-speaking peers. {both the Morrison and:Swain-
Lapkin reports). Also, students in the core program' bften‘ lack a
linguistic and cultural experience in a naturalistic setiing. " Under

* the head1ng "Student Exchange and Enrichhent" Opportunities”; the

FSL Programs in Ontario bh]]etin (M1n1stry of Educat1on, 1982) de-
scribes m1n1stry-sponsored offer1ngs. Wherever else budgetary strin-

gencies{operéte, let it not be at the expense of support to the stu-
dent, our’ 1bng?term investment par excellence. -let us hope that
“Student Exchange and Enrichment Opportunities" will continue-todbe
“forthcoming ~- and be well publicized in &he.schools.

?
Yo

My néxt suggestions will deal with materials production.

Those studeﬁté who were formerly in programs designated as‘&four?year"

14

<3

were ‘often poorly served by inadequate patchwork programs, frequently °

basedwon obsolete textbooks and inadequate materials, or watered-down’

versions of programs for the more advanced streams. = It.now becomes-

urgent that we attend to the basic-level programs for core French
students. To. that end, the ministry's Learn1ng Mater1a]s Deve]opment

‘Plan should QTVG PP10P1ty to the development of materials for these =

‘programs

N,
N

° \_

.On the topié\of materials production also, classroom teachers

are now searching‘their textbooks for exercises and activities éuitable
for sk111 getting and skill-using in the new context. of communicative

'teach1ng It would seem opportune to promote and sponsor” the pro-‘
.duction of 'such materials, at least until new textbooks are designed or - -

¢
: P



old ones reta1lored to meet the a\m of .the 1980 m%nistry guideline. In‘
the same - vein, co]]ections of §u1tab1e authentic materials (media
reports, tapes, etc.) should be enccuraged for - use in communicative

teaching. \\

o NN : A
L Y
Next I- An+f{//dea1 with pure research. Current studies in*
error ana]ys1s and levels of interlanguage\are not always relevant to

A_cwnmﬁtheﬂneeds of co- ord1nators and classroom teachers in core French and

immersion programs espec1a11y at T the—elementary-—level. . of French
instruction. The sponsorsh1p of relevant rese

next five years wou]d be ,invaluable for the" preu'ct1ng of errors and

the handling of corrective measures as our young Anglophone’ students

N

* proceed towards a native-like. linguistic performance.

%

‘With regard to eXperimental research, although OAIP is now

well in p]ace,'thbre is a defjﬁite dearth of assessment iAstruments

sujtable for the testing of integrative language performance at the ~

senior secondary school level. The ministry might consider, as a
project, a sequel to OAIP or1ented to school- 1eav1ng students at the
genera] level (whose French 1anguage instruction has probably reached
an end) before they enter the marketplace
The . following q&servat1ons wili  deal . with teacher .
preparation.. The new p011cy of French-for-everyone entails d1verslf1ed
~ teaching approaches. bas1c, genera] and advanced levels; core,
~ extended, 1mmers1un, and' secondary school | bilingual programs.
Faculties of education must address these demands that are being made
by school boards Cand1dates to the concentrat1on French (pre service)
" and to the FSL 1 and 2 cert1f1cates must- come to the1r professional
year(s) with a proficiency in French ‘that_allows them flexmh111ty of
operation in the (aggressive!) hiring market. The implication that
university credits alone assure readiness for a teachiﬁd career is a
false one It is becoming urgent that an admission test.be recogn12ed ‘
and accepted for the: assessment of the linguistic competence of the
candidate. It wou]d be more sat1sfactory if such a test wére pro-
vincially orfented albeit adm1n1stered by each facu]ty of educat1on to

-

- each cand1date enter1ng FSL 1 and 2

°




. Because the teaching duties of the 'Future 'second-féhéuage
teacher, especially in core French prbgrgms;awould be greatly alle-
viated by the presence of monitors, the training sessibns of these
monitors might now ‘re&uire' a more organized, more formal,.  and more
iﬁ—depth pfeparation. Such” courses could be mounted at faculties of
education, with the'%ssistancg of experienced ministry personne}. The
qualifications for monitoring should not preclude the older, non-
teafhing ‘native speakers from the comm@nity with verified languége
skills. !

-

R

Similarly, the coming ﬁéé&m?a?wggiéggfﬁé"ébmmUnicationwskiil5
in Frehch at the secondary schggg.level calls for jnterviewers;proper1y
trained for duties that resemble those aof . psychometricians (see
Sav{ghon'and.C1ark on testing communicative skills). ander the gui-
dance of “the ministry, and possibly with input from outside agencies,
such personnel might be identified by board administrators and trained
(short cqurseé, workshops) fqr these new school-yide assessment °

1

sessions.

“Without further . © suggest we now hear from &y'conﬁ
frere, Professor Calvé.
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‘obtained better results on a proficiency test after N hours of instruc-
tion. Thus, we cannot really tell what the students can actually do in - S
‘the language, what tasks they could accomplish properly.

i

Likewise, it is difficult, from Dr. Morrison's st@iT to see if
early .immersion is really more efficient than late immersion,

since her

tbb grbups did not have the same amount of time at task.

"

Also, as Dr. Morrison -pointed out, a later, more intensive core
program seems tc give better results than a "xhlnner” program - spread
over a longer period. How9ver here aga1n it is hard to draw a clear
conclusion, since in the later, more intensive pr:?ram, subject-matter

teaching was alse included.

In the ‘same vein, it would be very interesting to know if, for
instance, in immersion it is really the language's being taught in a_
~ "functional" setting‘that gives it the advantage over the core pro- .
grags, or if it is notl rather tpe thousands of hours,of,exposure tow
the language that makes the ~difference (plus the higher IQs, the
greater motivation); Can we really say that "immersion is acquisition”
.and 'core is learning" and conclude from there that on]y‘fmmersion can
be successful (if we accept Krashen's hypothesis concerning acquisizion .

Vs, 1earn1ng)7 ) From Or. Morrison's studies it seems that tlime is

‘freally a major (if not the major) vqr1ab1e 1n learning a language. In
any case, it is probably on]y in the context of immersion or extended-
core programs that students can log enough hours of Frerzh instruction
to attain a "working" knowledge of the language. Still, I believe that
core pragrams are viable, and, at the end of this presentation, 1 will
offer.some‘sugéestionS'as to how to improve their efficiency.

Béfore that, however, I would like to say a few words about Dr.
Trites's presentatlon " His reaearch consisted of study1ng tearning ‘e
d1sab111t1es and predict1ng success in Primary French immersion.  The

’ ma1n point that emerged from his preSentatlon was that 1t is possible,

| w1th the heip of 3 "predvctor of-success test battery to find with
very good accuracy those children who, because of a specific type of .
maturatlonal lag, should not go into 1mmer510n progrdms before the age
nf ning or ten. 'Througb edrly 1dent1f1catwon of these children (who
are otherwise perfectly :norma]ﬂ), we can avoid what would become for

S




them a frusirating experience and the ensuing negative attitude towards
learning French.. ‘In my opinion, this batterv of tests, which Dr.

Trites says can easily and at low cost be made available to school
boards, shou]du become, if further validated, standard procedure in
pretesting early-immersion candidates. According to the author, these
tests are much more dependable than parents' and peachérs' opinions as
predictoré of success, although he admits that, after haging known a
class for one year in K-4, a teacher can predict with relative accuracy

which children should further succeed in the program.

Dr. Trite. further pointed out that children who dropped out of
early immersion because of this maturational lag should do well in late
" immersion, but that this hypothesis ha§ not been tested. He also
mentioned that most kids he tested were well above\average in intelli-
gence and socio-economic standing, that children in immersion classes
tend to be poor spellers (in both French and English), although the
drop-outs from immersion do as well as others in Eng]ish, and that more
research is needed to find out what happens to those students whose‘

maturational lag does not resolve itself after age nine or ten.

In the rest of my preéentation I would like to raise some of the
qaéstions which I feel a&are in urgent need of attention, first in
immersion and then in core progﬁams.

Up to now, the reseafchiaccomplished on immersion has gone to a
considerable depth but in a relatively narrow range of factors; In the
history' of core programs, most of the reseaqchers' attention has been
aimed at the structure of language and at teaching methodology. In the
short history of immersion, it is the student who has been the focus of
attention, a situation which is perfectly understandable, considering
the risks iﬁvoived in such a venture. It is now time, however, to turn
to the other variables involved in this type of program, where much
pedagogical and administrative catching-up has to be done. Here are

some of the questions:

- How is én"imﬁersion_ program ‘put together? What are its dis-
tinctive features in terms of organization and content? None of

56
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the. research reports -mentions what is actually going. on in im-
mersion schools and classes, except -that French is the 1angQage of

instruction.

How do we train teachers for immefsion? Should future teachers of
immersion classes follow a distinct program?

What methodology is most efficient for subject-matter teaching in
immersion classes? What should be taught in the French class in

immersion schools?

What 1{nguistic competence should be expected at the end of each
school year and for each of the four skills in immersion programs? ,
Are we aiming for the minimal communicative skill in speech and

writing, or should we expect the students to have near-native-like

proficiency in terms of stylistic, orthographic,’and rhetorical

skills? ’

5

What 1is the intrinsic’ educational value of immersion? Are we
aiming strict]& at a practical knowledge of the 1ahguage? ‘What
about knowledge about the language and the culture? What system
of values should accompany such a program? ﬁow can we encourage

and .promote morg contacts between immersion students and French

native speakers? Will we end up, ih\Canada, with the same two

so]ﬁtudes, with the only difference' beihg that they will be

bilingual? | v . o
Who should have access to immersion in Ontario? A1l and only
those who want it? ” ‘

~

What happens to former immersion students once they reach the
university, the job’mafket? .What use ¥o they make of their seéond
“language? Do they.feel competent towbse it? ~what kind of con-
tacts, of professional relationships, do they entertain with the
French‘p65u1a£ion? What are their att{tudes,towards their former

education, towards the culture?

——
-



-Most of these questions reflect an urgent need for m1n1ster1a1
- gu1de11nes in terms of obJect1ves conten@, and strategies for im-
mersion programs. Up to now these have been left to'individua]'scﬁbol
boards, and even individual schools.. The same goes for teaching
materia]e, which, although ‘excellent in many cases, vary widely from
one school board to another. Finally,.to avoid further reinventing of
the wheel, from one province to the other, it would seem appropriate to
establish better interprovincial collaboration in develgping those '
guideLines and, 'pf course, in determining “the research priorities.

I would now like -to say a"few wofds about core programs where, in
_ contrast to immersion whereAFrench is learned more or less inciden-
tally, we are still facing ‘the question,"How can we teach a second
language?".-

Y
First, I would like to make a mise en garde about too fast a jump

onto the communicative bandwagon. In t%§jr excellent ddcument
Teaching and Testing,

Communicative Approaches to Second Languag
Canale and Swain (1979) suggesﬁ'that we move/from a grammatical to a
communicative syllabus. Their -theoretical justification is sound. But
where are the data on which to build such a syllabus?- Much of what has
been done in the development of noticnal-functional Materials has been
aimed at adult populations with well-defined needs and uses for the
" second ]andhége. What are the ‘communicative needs in French of a
‘-sgudenf in Thunder Bay? But, more importantly, where can we find this
communicative grammar? It takes much more than a° few examp]es of
discourse strategies and sociolinguistic rule$ to replace a grammatical
progression in the estab]ishmeht of a ten;year program.

We must also keep in: m1nd the preparation of teachers for such
programs. Many are just getting used to ‘the oral approach to us1ng
grammar as a tool rather than as a goal in itself, to see1ng language
as something else than- a bod§ .of knowledge. Telling them that a
gramméticé]]y based curriculum (not to be gonfused with_a course on
grammar) -is no .longer appropriate and offering them no alternative

-

programs may only add to the confusion. . - ”



‘_‘For the'moment,fl would suggest that we develop ways to gfaft onto
the\existiﬁg curriculum a communicative component' consisting mostly of
classroom activities whefenthe conditions for communication are present
and where we exploit the students' interests rather than their presumed
needs for the second 1anguage. Concrete suggestions are offered below.
In the meantime, research should cohcentrate on finding ways of recon-
ciling a grammati¢a1 and a communicative progression, and in producing

data on which a cohp]ete new program can be based.

In the short term, how can we_improve the core programs, assuming
as we must that such programs are here to stay and that they should not?
be conSidered as the poor relatives of French educdtion? My first
suggestion would be that, wherever. possible, we teach énother subject
than French in French. This "is the best communicative experience that
students can get within the school itself. Krashen's experience at the

o

University of Ottawa was very convincing in that respect.

_ Another priority 1is teacher training. I am convinced that the
efficiency of core $rogfams can be immense]yhimproved'if teachers are
better prepared. Whag is actually going on in many French classes is.
surprisingly close to what has long been associated with "traditional”

approaches (Calve 1983).

iy The improvement of teaching matérials should also ie given pri-
ority Too often, French programs have been defined in terms of the
available commercial methods rather than in terms of pre- estab11shed
guidelines. Still, much can be done to improve the ex1st1ng material
by the introductfon of new techniques based on recently deve]oped
approaches like toté] physical response, silent way, natural approach,
humanistic abpﬁbach ~ The systematic use of games in the FSL class can
also help in artificially creat1ng the conditions for real communi-
cation and in improving cons1derab1y the students' intergstivand
motivation. The question‘"What do students like to do in French?" can
~ thus replace the question "What are the students'. actual needs for

French?". e
Research should also concentrate. on findinghouf-the vocabu]any

themes and the tyegépf/ﬁzthent1c mater1als that would be of 1nterest to

different groups of students
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The total number of hours devoted to French in the core programs
should be ‘increased to at least’ 1200 hours, as suggested in the Gillin

report.

Finally, the efficiency of basic, simple classroom management
could be vastly improved. It is appalling to see how much time is lost
in non-productive activities in a great number of classes. How can a
student learn to speak when he/she is allowed twenty secoﬁds per'
forty-minute period (an average based on my own observation), saying
things he/she does not really want to say to someone who already knows
exactly what he/she is going to say? Simple 1ndiv1duaiization tech-
niques, team wonk etc., can ea511y be impiemented to make core classes
much more effective. IncreaSing the total number of hours in core

French will serve little if we do not make better use of that time.

¢ *
S

Considerable time, effort, apd money Have been spent, and We]l
spent, on studying exberimenta]iy the affective and cognitive aspeéts
of immersion programs. It 1is now time to apply the same rigorous
approach to the gtudy gf the: administrative and pedagogical factors
involved, not only in immersion,, but also in extended and core

programs.
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